INTRODUCTION
In 2004 Tim O'Reilly popularized the term "Web 2.0" to mark a new era in World Wide Web functionality. It describes the Web's transformation from a static information dump into a userdriven social environment. Web 2.0 is characterized by technologies that allow anyone to interact with online content using tools such as tagging, commenting, rankings, and reviews. such user engagement? Are archivists satisfied with the level of interaction their digitized content receives? This article reviews case studies on archival Web 2.0 initiatives, and compares the findings of the Working Group's reports with the 2013 survey regarding user-created descriptive metadata.
POSTMODERNISM, ARRANGEMENT AND DESCRIPTION, AND METANARRATIVES
Postmodernism has profoundly affected all aspects of archival theory and practice, and is a catalyst for growing interest in user-created metadata. But unlike other disciplines, archivists were slow to analyze professional practice through a postmodern lens. 3 Literature on the topic did not appear until the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. Critics noted that archival theory remained rooted in Enlightenment and nineteenth-century positivism, a philosophy which viewed archives as organic constructions, records as objective communications, and archivists as unobtrusive keepers. Archival postmodernists argued that these beliefs inadequately described provenances and context of creation, and rejected the image of archivist as neutral keeper. Each interaction with the record creates additional narratives and contexts to collections. 4 Archivists influence the record through appraisal, arrangement, and description by selecting what is to be preserved and the subjects to highlight in archival catalog records. These actions shape society's collective memory and the way history is interpreted.
Universal truth and objectivity are long-held principles that have guided arrangement and description. Finding aids traditionally describe collections in neutral language and present an arrangement adhering to provenance and original order. The archivist's voice is authoritative and standardized, formulated by rules dictated in Archives, Personal Papers, and Manuscripts (1983) and later Describing Archives: A Content Standard (2004) . Early manuals on arrangement and description make no reference to incorporating outside knowledge in descriptive records. 5 But postmodern archival theorist Terry Cook stated "…there is not one narrative in a series or collection of records, but many narratives, many stories, serving many purposes for many audiences, across time and space." 6 Postmodernism influences archivists to consider these voices and recognize that description is not static but evolves over time. Both the 1989 Working Group on Standards for Archival Description and Mary Jo Pugh advocated for incorporating user knowledge gained through research into formal descriptive catalog records.
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User insight can enhance access to archival material by strengthening contextual understanding and topical information.
Archivists have since imagined methods for capturing user knowledge, and have argued for greater transparency about the archivist's impact on collections. Michelle Light and Tom
Hyry advocated using colophons and annotations in online finding aids. Colophons allow archivists to reveal appraisal, arrangement, and descriptive decision making, and annotations allow users to share their knowledge about a collection. 8 These ideas are noteworthy because they described an interactive environment prior to when "Web 2.0" became mainstream in society's lexicon. 15 Guy Grannum notes that a challenge facing the National Archives' (United Kingdom)
Your Archives has been educating users to know that the wiki is specifically purposed for their contributions and knowledge sharing. He also reports that at the wiki's launch there was no method for embedding user description into the catalog and making it searchable. 16 The National
Archives of Australia and the PhotosNormandie Project report similar challenges. 17 In addition to insufficient resources, the public's lack of understanding that their knowledge is valuable 23 Other studies confirm that tagging improves search and retrieval.
An examination of tagging on a Taiwanese science museum web site found that 70% of all full text searching or tag queries matched assigned social tags and 85% of individuals felt that social tags assisted them in searching for resources. A study on searching interfaces found that users experienced the highest recall with the tag ontology interface despite preference for free text searching.
OCLC Social Metadata Study
In 2009-2010 the RLG Partners Social Metadata Working Group conducted the first comprehensive study of user generated metadata activities of libraries, archives, and museums worldwide. The group produced three reports: a review of 76 websites that used Web 2.0 tools, a survey analysis of respective site managers and other professionals, and a series of recommendations. The "Site Reviews" found that comments and annotations (80%) and tagging (54%) were the most popular social metadata features. The top user contributions sought included improved description (62%), collection/content building (47%), and improved subject access (39%). 25 The "Survey Analysis" shows similar results. Sixty percent cited enhanced description as an objective for social media outreach, with comments (82%) and tagging (67%)
being the most used features. However, 61% reported that social metadata is not incorporated into description workflow, and 63% have no formal metadata updating procedures that take advantage of social metadata. 26 The findings of the Working Group's reports are compared to this study in the Discussion section below.
METHODOLOGY
The author surveyed archival repositories to assess the degree to which archivists solicit user- This study differs from the Working Group's research. The focus on archival institutions is narrower than the OCLC research which included museums and discipline-based websites.
The Working Group examined the use of all Web 2.0 technologies while this study focused on only those encouraging and capturing user metadata. Finally, the Working Group targeted institutions with an established social media presence whereas this study examined institutions without prior knowledge of their Web 2.0 activities.
FINDINGS: THE BIG PICTURE
The survey generated 58 total responses which included 43 college and university libraries (74%), eight federal or state libraries, archives, or historical societies (14%), two private or nonprofit historical societies (3%), one nonprofit religious, cultural, or special interest organization (2%), and four "others" (7%). Those selecting "other" were three local governments and one nonprofit research organization. Twenty-three (40%) respondents have at least one staff member dedicated to implementing Web 2.0 technologies for public outreach, and 31 (53%)
reported at least one staff member dedicated to creating digital collections (see Figure 1 ).
Respondents were asked if, in general, they use Web 2.0 technologies to seek usercreated descriptive metadata. Thirteen (22%) confirmed this practice, a slight increase in percentage from the 15% of institutions seeking user-contributed feedback in Jackie Dooley's 2010 survey. However this number is deceptive. Some respondents who answered "yes" to this question did not confirm seeking user metadata using finding aid or digital collection interfaces, blogs, wikis, Facebook, YouTube, or Flickr as the survey progressed. Additionally, 14 respondents who answered "no" to this question later indicated that they do seek user metadata in one or more of these tools. Combining all respondents who answered "yes" to the general question and later indicated seeking user metadata via any of the stated tools brings the total to 27 or 47% of respondents, a much higher percentage than Dooley's. Her 15% is calculated from 162 respondents, meaning that 24 archives reported seeking user feedback, slightly less than 27.
A clearer sense of archival uses of Web 2.0 tools is discussed below in each section. Related to this, 29 respondents (50%) indicated that they edit authoritative metadata records to include user supplied knowledge. This content is gathered through any combination of the social mechanisms discussed in the survey or through email, telephone, or face-to-face conversation.
Institutions with staff dedicated to implementing Web 2.0 tools are more likely to also be seeking user-created metadata. Of the 27 institutions seeking user metadata, 16 (59%) reported having at least one staff member dedicated to overseeing Web 2.0 activities. This is 69% of the total 23 reporting having dedicated Web 2.0 staff. Archives incorporating social media outreach into job responsibilities are more likely to realize the full potential of these interactive tools by obtaining user knowledge to supplement collection description (see Table 1 ). Respondents were asked if they go beyond having a Web 2.0 presence and engage in active outreach efforts to solicit user metadata. Twenty-nine of the 58 total respondents (50%) indicated that they actively encourage or solicit user metadata. Most did not describe outreach strategies in open-ended response questions, but those who did are briefly discussed in the sections below. The 27 institutions seeking user-created metadata are more likely to engage in outreach activities for this purpose. Of this population, 21 are among the 29 actively encouraging users to contribute descriptive content (see Table 2 ) Finding Aids
Archivists have not widely adopted Light and Hyry's call to include commenting and annotations into online finding aids. Only one respondent (2%) from a college or university Proprietary software is the most popular method for hosting digital collections. See Table 3 . surprising that not one institution using homegrown toll reported using these features, as did few open source users (see Figure 2 ).
Seven institutions (16%) actively encourage or solicit user interaction with their digital collections. When asked if the user metadata provided is used to edit authoritative descriptive records, respondents again considered content captured via other methods. Thirteen (29%) institutions hosting digital collections answered "yes" to this question. However, five of the 13 previously answered that comments, annotations, and tagging are not offered. One respondent again mentioned using information received via email when editing authoritative metadata Although this is rarely a blog's primary purpose, this type of interaction is a welcome byproduct.
For instance, ten institutions (38%) update metadata records with information gathered from the comments, though five of these answered "no" when asked if the blog is used to seek usercreated metadata. reported using a wiki to highlight collections, and only one (7%) indicated that seeking usercreated metadata was a motivation. User interaction is seldom the purpose. In open-ended questions, four explicitly stated that the wiki is "for internal use only" often used for reference.
Others noted "we do post guidelines and workflows for use by external communities" and "our wiki is for developing processing plans and long term digital preservation plans." Only two institutions stated that they actively solicit wiki interaction and two use user contributions to update authoritative metadata records. Curiously, one of the respondents replying "yes" to the latter question later commented in an open-ended question that the wiki is for internal use (see Figure 4) . institutions reported using a Facebook page compared to 40% of repositories in the Dooley survey. The majority of respondents (87%) use the multiple interactive tools offered in the site to highlight their collections (see Figure 5 ).
Despite the high number of archivists using Facebook to highlight collections, few seek user-created descriptive metadata. Only six institutions (16%) confirmed this practice, but eight respondents (21%) stated that they update authoritative metadata records with the user contributions gathered through Facebook. The six seeking user metadata are among the 21 (55%)
repositories actively soliciting Facebook interaction. The most common ways archivists encourage user comments is by asking questions on the timeline or creating photograph albums of unidentified images. However, all noted that user comments often lacked substance or were simply "likes" on posted content (see Figure 6 ). responses attribute the lack of contributed user metadata to using Flickr for other purposes, the newness of the account, or previously unsuccessful projects (see Figure 7) . However, after accounting for all instances where respondents reported using any combination of the social tools in question for this purpose, the percentage is a much higher 47%. The discrepancy raises questions about the validity of these numbers and the possibility that such a large increase could occur over only a three-year period. But Web 2.0 tools often see periods of rapid growth as public awareness increases, and using them for social metadata purposes may coincide with this trend.
Higher percentages are found in the more recent RLG Social Metadata Working Group's research. These numbers may reflect the fact that while the author's study questioned institutions known to use these features and surveyed respective site managers. As noted earlier, the "Site Reviews" report found that 62% and 39% of institutions sought user contributions to improve description or subject access, respectively. Additionally, the "Survey Analysis" stated that enhancing description was an objective of 60% of respondents. 28 These numbers are closer to the 47% of institutions found in this survey. The variation in percentages reflects similar circumstances in the library literature for studies comparing librarian-applied subject headings versus user tags. Despite the differences, both studies indicate that welcoming the public's knowledge to improve descriptive metadata is becoming more common.
How institutions are using social metadata reveals an additional similarity between the two studies. It is difficult to gauge the degree to which respondents of this survey consider their Web 2.0 presence a success. When asked to rate their satisfaction with user-created metadata, the data was too inconsistent and incomplete to draw any conclusions. Despite receiving occasional useful comments, many expressed displeasure with the level of interaction with their sites. One archivist summed up this sentiment: "We've found that the amount of effort needed to get users enthused about commenting, blogging and contributing their own content is often too great to sustain for long periods, at least at our current staff levels. We try to encourage user participation in periodic 'swarms'… during last year we did receive a few good comments that were used to augment collection records…" Comparatively, the Working Group found that 91% of surveyed institutions consider their sites to be successful, with slightly over half (53%) identifying gathering new metadata as a measurement of success. 36 These high numbers reflect both studies' differentiating scopes. While the author's study focused solely on user-created description, the Working Group broadly defined social metadata to also include links to other resources, collection building (user-uploaded digital photos, audiovisual, etc.), bookmarking, ratings, usercompiled lists, and others. They also identified a wide range of objectives including building user communities and increasing traffic to the site, and several measures of success including engaging new, existing, and unexpected audiences. 37 Therefore when considering the several criteria for success beyond gathering user-created description, it is more likely that an institution surveyed by the Working Group would consider their site to be successful. Both studies conclude that quality and not quantity is a better measure of success when considering user-created metadata. As one respondent in this study noted, "We have gotten a few excellent comments, Facebook and blogs are more likely to use them to promote collections, events, and the institution rather than to gather user-created description as a primary objective. However, gathering and integrating user contributions into the authoritative metadata records is becoming more accepted, whether they are acquired through social media or traditional sources such as email, telephone, or conversation.
The survey data was insufficient to answer some of the author's initial questions. The results also raise additional questions and reveal areas needing further research. Further studies are needed to
• Investigate the nature of outreach strategies aimed at gathering user-created metadata
• Determine how archivists convey to the public the value of user knowledge for describing collections
• Explore the relationship between those actively soliciting user metadata and the number of contributions received
• Examine the degree to which archivists are satisfied with the quantity and quality of usercreated metadata
• Identify reasons why archivists do not seek user metadata or incorporate it into authoritative descriptive records NOTES
